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From the history of translation Kazakh script into
Latin graphic in the 1920 and 1930s.

The article covers the questions about Kazakh alphabet which was based on Latin graphics in 1920s and
1930s. The authors considered various positions of both supporters of the preservation and reform of Arabic
graphic, and supporters of Latinization at the stage of discussion options of the new graphic and implementa-
tion of language policy. On basis of the historiographical material and the materials of the first Congress of
Kazakh intellectuals in Orenburg in 1924 and the All-Union Turkological Congress in 1926, different views
were revealed among the intellectuals on the question about Latinization, viable option of graphics, orthogra-
phy of Kazakh language and unification of alphabets. The authors arrive at the conclusion that a part of the
intellectuals stand against of initiation the new alphabet, explain singularity of Kazakh orthography and origi-
nality of the Kazakh language. In Kazakhstan, even before the start of the All-Union Turkological Congress,
there was already a positive experience of reforming the Arabic graphics, which was adapted to the sound
features of the Kazakh language. Party and state figures, who actively supported the Soviet power, had a dif-
ferent motivation and attitude towards Latinization. The question of reforming Arabic graphics to Latin
graphics was illustrated on pages of scientific journals, had a discussion on scientific conferences and con-
gresses, where protagonists and opponents of Latinization argued. The relative freedom of expression charac-
teristic of the first decade of Soviet power was replaced by a rigid command administration that tolerated no
dissent. Other opinions were declared hostile and after the repressions of the 1930s, the situation changed,
and the issues of language policy were no longer widely discussed.

Keywords: new alphabet, unification of writing, Kazakh language, Arabic graphics, Latinization, national in-
telligence, Turkological Congress.

Introduction

The research relevance is the historical experience of introducing the Latin graphic in Kazakhstan in the
1920s and 1930s. Today, the leadership has decided to transition of Kazakh writing to a Latin-based alphabet
by 2025. Patriotic politicians and political scientists advocating Latinization assure that the transition from
Cyrillic to Latin is the civilized choice of Kazakh society in favor of a global open world. Linguists justify
this transition by the convenience of transmitting specific sounds of the Kazakh language. The other support-
ers of Latinization justified by the special importance in the context of developing technologies and commu-
nications, as well as its positive impact on the scientific and educational process in Kazakhstan in the XXIst
century.

Scientific analyses of works dedicated to the historical experience of introducing the Latin graphic in
Kazakhstan during the 1920s and 1930s show that the authors of these publications are focused not so much
on linguistic aspects, but rather on historical and, to a greater extent, political justifications for the transition
of the Kazakh alphabet to the Latin graphic. This circumstance highlights the clear politicization of the issue
of Latinization today. In this context, it is relevant to refer to the discussions of the 1920s regarding the tran-
sition to the Latin graphic, as it is interesting to analyze the positions and arguments put forth by Kazakh in-
tellectuals in support of their choices. The analysis of the challenges faced by the scientific and pedagogical
community in implementing the alphabet reform, initiated by the leadership's decision, is of great im-
portance.

Materials and Research Methods

The history of transitioning the Kazakh script to the Latin graphic in the 1920s and 1930s, the authors
used general scientific methods, such as analysis, synthesis, induction, and deduction, as well as the analysis
of documents and materials of various congresses and conferences, other publications of representatives of
Kazakh intellectuals in the period considered, the method of comparative analysis, the comparative historical
method.
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For a comprehensive understanding of the processes that occurred in the period studied, the works of
domestic authors of the Soviet period, as well as the work of modern Kazakhstan and Russian researchers,
were analyzed first.

The references addressing the implementation of the Latin graphic in the USSR during the 1920s-1930s
can be divided into several groups based on chronological sequence and the level of material generalization:
publications in periodicals from the 1920s and 1930s, studies by Soviet historians from the 1940s to the
1980s, works from the early 1990s, and modern research by Kazakh scholars.

However, the attempt to comprehensively understand the discourse surrounding the question of
Latinization causes the need to study and analyze the documents and works written in the given period,
which laid the foundation for a thorough examination of the theory and practice of Latinization in subsequent
years.

In the first instance, we examine the stenographic records of speeches by Kazakh intellectuals in Oren-
burg in 1924 and at the All-Union Turkological Congress in Baku in 1926, where the question of transition-
ing the Kazakh language from Arabic to Latin was seriously debated.

In the absence of professional historians, the authors of articles on Latinization in the 1920s and 1930s
were primarily party and state officials. Their works were typically highly ideological and reflected the par-
ty's agenda.

The authors also used the method of comparative analysis in the study of various positions, both sup-
porters and opponents of Latinization of the Kazakh alphabet.

Discussion and Results

The radical transformation of the Soviet Union's cultural and educational spheres in the late 1920s and
1930s, often referred to in literature as the 'Cultural Revolution,' marked a significant leap in the develop-
ment of a new cultural and civilizational space. In terms of writing, this becomes even more important, be-
cause the Soviet Union inherited from the Russian Empire so many ethnic groups who spoke different lan-
guages and used different systems of writing. Uniqueness of ethnic groups in their historical development the
creates a difference in systems of writing. The process of forming a new political system, which proclaimed
national reconstruction as part of a unified state, demanded the unification of writing. Among the different
system of writing, the preference was given to the Latin graphic. The language policy and process of intro-
ducing Latin graphic by Soviet Union during the 1920s and 1930s was an integral part of the national-state
construction [1; 8].

The new unified alphabet based on Latin graphic was decided to be introduced among all Turkic, as
well as other ethnicities of the USSR. In fact, spread of new alphabets in the Turkish environment was car-
ried out in conditions of harsh struggle with radical clergy and nationalist intellectuals, who resisted the in-
troduction of Latin in every possible way.

Among the reasons for transitioning national languages to the Latin graphic instead of Cyrillic, the So-
viet government’s desire to avoid resistance from the national peripheries stands out as the most significant.
The fact is that at this time, memories of the colonial policy of the Tsarist regime were still fresh, so the crea-
tion of a writing system based on Russian could have been perceived negatively.

The transition of the Kazakh language from Arabic script to the Latin graphic faced typical contradic-
tions of the new alphabet, as well as resistance from parts of Kazakh society. However, the situation changed
in the 1930s, with the rapid shift toward extensive socialist construction, which involved increased industri-
alization and, consequently, the accelerated training of professional personnel and mass literacy promotion.
[2; 141].

The attitude towards Latinization among the national intelligence was far from unambiguous. The Ara-
bic writing system links the Kazakh people to their traditional past, Islam, and national identity. The adop-
tion of the Cyrillic alphabet by Kazakh intellectuals was seen as a form of Russification, despite their wide-
spread fluency in Russian. The introduction of Latin for the national intellectuals was a difficult process to
perceive, especially the part embedded in the state management apparatus, since it directly affected both the
quality of their work and their position in society. As a result, a heated debate erupted in Kazakh society re-
garding the adoption of the new script, involving various representatives of the national intellectuals, politi-
cians, publicists, poets, writers, linguists, and others.

A. Bukeikhanov posed a conceptual problem of national movement of Kazakh intellectuals and identi-
fied them as “Westerners” and “Turkophiles” [3; 76]. The “Westerners” which raised on Russian literature,
believing in European culture, and considering religious issues to be secondary, there were supporters of
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Latinization of the Kazakh alphabet. The “Turkophiles” and “Pan-Islamists”, who were influenced by East-
ern traditionalism, strongly opposed Latinization, aligning them with Tatar intellectuals on this issue. Per-
haps this is why the opponents of Latinization in the 1920s and 1930s were more prominent in Tatarstan and
Kazakhstan.

According to D.A. Amanzholova, the group of national intellectuals who opposed Latinization was a
minority and could not speak on behalf of the entire Kazakh people and express their interests [4]. The au-
thor reaches this conclusion based on the apparent lack of conflict between the authorities and the ethnic
community during the alphabet reform process [4]. In the early years of Soviet power, a segment of Kazakh
intellectuals, not aligned with the Alash movement or other nationalist and pan-Islamist groups, adhered to
revolutionary principles and fully supported and promoted Soviet authority in Kazakhstan. Among the repre-
sentatives of the new intelligentsia, who sincerely supported the Soviet power were T. Ryskulov, S. Seifullin
and others [5; 205]. Her representatives were entirely guided by party attitudes. It was from this group that
most party and state figures emerged, who were strong proponents of Latinization in the 1920s and 1930s.
[2; 141].

In general, due to the commitment of the party ideology, the question of Latinization was considered by
them as part of cultural revolution and class struggle. Soviet sociolinguist N. Yakovlev, being one of the
main ideologists of Latinization in the USSR, noted that the struggle for Latinization in Turkish outskirts
took on the form of the class struggles of the Soviet East proletariat for Soviet national culture, directed
against the hostile conservative Muslim clergy, local feudal elites and the bourgeoisie [6; 26].

Also, in the bureaucratic apparatus in Kazakhstan were both delegates of the Kazakh intellectuals, who
defended mostly Arabic graphics, and the younger generation of Kazakh intellectuals, supporters of
Latinization. Under the guidance of the Scientific and Methodological Council (Narcomat) and People’s
Commissariat for Enlightenment (Narkompros) at meeting the opponents and supporters of Latin graphics
could speak equally freely about the new writing system.

The Arabs held leading positions in publishing houses and the press, as well as in People’s Commissar-
iat for Enlightenment, headed by A. Baitursynuly, the author of the original spelling based on improved for
the Kazakh language to Arabic script. A. Baitursynuly was supported by Kh. Dosmukhamedov, M. Dulatov,
as well as several other representatives of the old intelligence. As an opponent of Latinization M. Dulatov
justified his position by lack of funding, and that the Kazakh society can get even more illiterate [7]. Accord-
ingly, he proposed to protect and improve the Turkic writing. Kh. Dosmukhamedov noted unlettered reserves
of the Kazakh language, suggested not to rush to introduce new terms, but using them in public discussion.
[7]. Public figure, pedagogue, publicist E. Omarovuly also advocated the importance of the use of Arabic
script in the Kazakh language to preserve the cultural and written heritage of the Kazakhs. He wrote about
this many times in his works. At the meeting, E. Omarovuly delivered a report on the issue of the Kazakh
language’s spelling [8].

Supporters of the transition to Latin in the Turkish context, led by N. Tiuriakulov, played a key role in
government activities. His significant contributions included his work as the People’s Commissar for En-
lightenment, Chairman of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Turkestan, Chairman of the
Central Election Commission of the Turkic Republic, and head of the Central Publishing House. It is im-
portant to note that N. Tiuriakulov was the author of the new alphabet and worked closely on the Latinization
of Turkic scripts. Without exaggeration, he had a broader vision than many representatives of the national
intelligentsia and was an advocate for the unification of Turkic alphabets based on the Latin graphic.

The writing system on Latin graphics was supported by T. Zhurgenev, S. Asfendiyarov, O. Zhandosov,
I. Kabulov, T. Shonanov. T Shonanov being a fierce propagandist of the new Kazakh alphabet, headed the
“Society of Amateurs of the New Alphabet”, created under the Scientific and Methodological Council of the
People’s Commissariat for Enlightenment of the KASSR (Narcomprom). However, among the Latinists,
there were many who advocated for a gradual transition to the new writing system. They suggested using A.
Baitursynuly’s developments in the field of Kazakh spelling and opposed the idea of a complete unification
of the alphabet [9; 70]

According to the results of the congress of Kazakh education workers in Orenburg in 1924, 9 members
of the congress supported the position of N. Tiuriakulov, and 8 members supported the position of
A. Baitursynuly [7]. N. Tiuriakulov noted that there was no sense in the forced introduction of the Latin al-
phabet and emphasized the need for serious research on the issue. As an alternative, he argued that the spread
of Latin graphics should be seen as a form of cultural progress that could not be stopped, as the public was
gradually becoming accustomed to it. Tiuriakulov also pointed out the practicality and cost-effectiveness of
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Latin graphics from a typographical perspective [7]. A. Baitursynuly criticized the typographical advantages
of the Latin graphic at the congress, calling such a step “a fascination with only the visible side of the mat-
ter”. He argued that the Latin graphic was not as easy as it seemed and cautioned against a strong enthusiasm
for it, considering it an old and dead alphabet. He also referenced research by German specialists, who con-
cluded that Arabic writing is, in fact, perceived faster and more easily than Latin [10; 24].

The next level of discussion between supporters and opponents of the Latin graphic took place at the
First All-Union Congress of Turkic Studies in Baku, where an official decision was made to transition the
Turkic republics from the Arabic script to a unified Latin alphabet. The goal of this transition was to “con-
struct the alphabet for the individual peoples so that they (alphabets) do not create sharp isolating barriers
between the languages, contribute to the convergence of brotherly peoples, and at the same time reflect the
peculiarities of each language” [11].

The Kazakh Republic was represented at the congress by four delegates: A. Baitursynuly,
E. Omarovuly, A. Baysentayev, and B. Suleev. Their views on the Latin graphic differed significantly.
A. Baitursynuly and E. Omarovuly advocated for the improvement of the Arabic script to better suit the pe-
culiarities of the Kazakh language and, as a result, opposed Latinization. In his report on scientific terminol-
ogy, A. Baitursynuly emphasized the importance of ensuring the unity of literary and spoken languages,
while E. Omarovuly delivered a report on the issue of Kazakh spelling [12; 54]. Meanwhile, Baysentayev
and B. Suleev faced difficulty in supporting specific proposals due to their insufficient knowledge of the is-
sue and were absent from the congress hall during the vote [12; 54].

N. Tiuriakulov criticized the participants of the congress, accusing them of discrediting the activities of
the First All-Union Turkological Congress and sabotaging the writing reform [13; 218]. Additionally, he crit-
icized the editors of the newspaper “Zhana mektep ” and the People’s Commissariat for Enlightenment of the
Kazakh ASSR, which was responsible for the education of Kazakh teachers. His criticism focused on the
absence of publications from supporters of Latinization in the journal, which was, among other things, led by
A. Baitursynuly. In contrast, there was a noticeable presence of articles only from defenders of the Arabic
script.

The main opponent of Latinization was Tatar delegation and part of the Kazakh delegate, who an-
nounced that the experience of Azerbaijan is unconvincing and do not deserve propagation among Turkic
peoples, and all achievement should be directed to the reform the Arabic alphabet. However, the supporters
of the new alphabet at the congress were the majority. The discussion at the congress reflected the public’s
views and assessments of Latin alphabet. According to opponents, the Latin alphabet isolated Muslim peo-
ples from the Islamic community and separated them from Islam.

On April 24, 1927, a General Meeting of Kazakh students was held in Moscow, where N. Tiuriakulov
delivered a report on the new alphabet. The students emphasized that its implementation requires systematic
and persistent work over a long period. They noted that any forcing or coercion could hinder the cultural de-
velopment in Kazakhstan.

A. Baitursynuly continued his work on improving his alphabet project, demonstrating the advantages
and capabilities of improved Arabic graphics, including its use in typography, and learning practices in com-
parison with Latin and Cyrillic alphabets [14; 281]. Proving the viability of the of the Arabic script,
A. Baitursynuly published in 1927 his report on all the merits of the alphabet based on Arabic script in the
book “Alippe Aitysy” (Alphabet Competition) [14; 279]. A. Baitursynuly later noted that the Latin graphic
could not be applied to Turkic languages in its current form and that it would require serious reform, with
adjustments of at least 25-30%. He permitted the parallel existence of two graphs and a gradual transition
from Arabic graph to Latin, provided that the Latin graphic is acceptable for the already existing method of
teaching, reading and writing, as well as easier visual perception [10; 24].

In 1928, at a meeting in Baku, a group headed by O. Zhandosov, which included A. Baidildauli,
T. Shonanuly, I. Kabyluly, I. Zhansugiruly, and Sh. Tokzhigit, presented the Kazakh project for a new script
consisting of 28 letters, based on the Arabic alphabet as proposed by A. Baitursynuly. This project was also
discussed in 1929 at the Scientific-Orthographic Conference in Kyzyl-Orda by T. Shonanuly, E. Omarov,
K. Kemengerov, K. Zhubanov, E.D. Polivanov, and others. E.D. Polivanov noted A. Baitursynuly’s contri-
bution to graphical reform before the linguists of other Turkic countries, calling the graph presented by Ka-
zakhstan the best among others.

The transition from Arabic to Latin graphic was actively promoted among the broader population. The
introduction of the Latin graphic was justified by the complexity of the Arabic script, which has many
monosomic letters, and the assertion that terminology from other, more developed languages creates signifi-
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cant difficulties for Turkic languages. Additionally, the political leadership aimed to distance the masses
from the influence of the clergy. The goal was to introduce Latin graphic to the working people so that the
new generation would no longer read religious texts.

The resistance of the Arabist, according to the party leadership of the republic, was mostly broken by
the end of 1928. In July 1929, the Central Executive Committee (CEC) and the government of Kazakhstan
approved the state alphabet based on Latin graphic. The transition to a new alphabet for other Turkic-
speaking peoples and various linguistic groups in the USSR began in 1929-1930. The People's Commissariat
for Enlightenment of the RSFSR established a special commission to transition from the Cyrillic alphabet to
Latin graphic, declaring the Cyrillic alphabet “a relic of Great Russian national chauvinism and forced
Russification”. The transition to Latin graphics was followed orders of party and state bodies and became an
instrument of Soviet national policy.

According to G. Tohzhanov, the opponents of the Latin graphic were found among the staff of schools
and press organizations within the party and state structure. [9; 71]. By the decision of the SNK of the Ka-
zakh SSR, the state apparatus had to switch to the Latin alphabet in office work in 1930, but in practice this
was accomplished in central institutions by 1934. In the local level and villages, the Arabic alphabet contin-
ued to play an important communicative role, along with Russian. Even in regions and district institutions,
managers had difficulty learning the new alphabet and preferred to write in Arabic. The production of type-
writers for Latin graphic was a very difficult task [18; 71]. The early introduction of the Latin alphabet re-
sulted in graduates of special literacy schools being illiterate in Latin writing.

The reformers attempted to attribute the problems of introducing the Latin alphabet among the broader
population to shortcomings in organizational and political work, as well as sabotage by traditional Arabists.
However, the use of administrative and command methods in the reform of writing, along with framing the
Latin alphabet as part of a class struggle against nationalistic intelligentsia and Islamic clergy — viewed as
remnants of the exploitative system — did not significantly stimulate language development. The allocation
of financial resources, the development of publications, and the prohibition of Arabic writing ultimately fa-
cilitated the introduction of Latin graphic to the masses. [19; 72].

The transition to the new alphabet complicated efforts to eliminate illiteracy, as already literate individ-
uals needed to be retrained. To implement these plans effectively, it was essential to train appropriate per-
sonnel — liquidators of illiteracy in the new alphabet and organizers-methodologists for literacy schools.
However, the Latinization of alphabets, as envisioned by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, was not
supported by an adequate material base. [1; 10].

However, the further course of the development of society showed the inconveniences and disad-
vantages of the Latin alphabet. The Latin alphabet was introduced by the political leadership, which, back in
the 1920s, had plans for a world revolution and envisioned a future world socialist state for workers. Howev-
er, with the strengthening of I. Stalin's power, it became clear that a world revolution would not occur. From
1932 to 1933, a campaign for the consolidation of Latinization was launched. However, the process of
Latinization did not reach a logical conclusion, as it was suspended by the agreement of the ruling elite head-
ed by 1. Stalin.

A few researchers argue that the discussion surrounding the transition of Kazakh writing to Latin graph-
ic initially had a political background rooted in Russification. They contend that the adoption of Latin graph-
ic for Kazakh writing ultimately facilitated its replacement with Russian script, which, in turn, contributed to
the policy of Russification.

The Cyrillic alphabet was introduced in the USSR in the 1940s. A project for the Kazakh alphabet
based on Cyrillic script was prepared and introduced in August 1939, with S. Amanzholov, the head of the
Kazakh branch of the USSR Academy of Sciences, as its author. However, there was no widespread discus-
sion within the scientific or public spheres regarding this topic. In fact, after the mass repressions of the
1930s, there was virtually no discussion about the transition from Latin to Cyrillic script.

The period of language experiments was terminated in favor of the Cyrillization of Writing. The transi-
tion Kazakh alphabet to Cyrillic graphics, Repression of Kazakh Intellectuals conducted to the soundlessness
and removal all debates about Latin graphics from scientific publication, which negatively affected of histor-
ical research in this field.

Conclusions
Given the exceptional heterogeneity of the linguistic space of the Soviet Union, the central authorities
sought to create a unified written language that would serve as a foundation for the new socialist society.
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Among the Muslim peoples of the USSR, Latinization replaced the Arabic script, which was used main-
ly for religious purposes. As Latinization was introduced, there was a detachment of the population from the
influence of Arabic literature, the introduction of the ideas of Soviet power based on the new writing system,
and the rapprochement of Muslim peoples with other peoples of the USSR.

The older generation of national intelligentsia opposed the introduction of a new alphabet based on the
Latin alphabet, considering this action as an attempt on the national identity, giving special value to the self-
consciousness of the Kazakh ethnos.

By the beginning of the work of the Baku Congress in 1926, Kazakhstan already had a positive experi-
ence of reforming Arabic graphics, which was adapted to the sound features of the Kazakh language.

The question of transitioning Kazakh writing from Arabic to Latin graphic in the 1920s was widely
covered in scientific journals and the Kazakh press. It was discussed at local assemblies, as well as at scien-
tific conferences and congresses at both the republican and union levels, where supporters and opponents of
Latinization voiced their opinions. After the mass repressions of the 1930s, the situation in the scientific and
social environment changed dramatically, and issues of language policy, along with any state matters, were
no longer widely discussed. During the initial years of its existence, Soviet historical science was under strict
control by the authorities, influenced by dogmatic Marxism and a class-based research strategy regarding the
historical past.

The question of the native language greatly concerned the national intelligentsia in the 20th century.
Today, the issue of transitioning Kazakh writing to Latin graphic has resurfaced in connection with global
trends. The debates surrounding this transition in the 20th century remind us of the need for thorough re-
search on the issue and a balanced approach.
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M. . Kacenosa, P.M. Xymames

1920-1930 xpL11apAAFI Ka3aK Ka3ybIHbIH JATHIH
rpagMKachbIHbIH HeTi3iHe KONy TAPUXbIHAH

Maxkana 1920-1930 sxpuimapiarsl Ka3ak >Ka3yblH JIaThIH Tpa(UKachlHA KOINipy MOCEJeCiH TallKblIayFa
apHayraH. JKaHa rpaduka HYCKaJapblH TajKbulayAa TiJI CascaThlH JKy3ere achlpylIbUIapiAblH, apad
rpaduKacklH cakTay MeH pedopMmanayabl KaKTaylIbUIApIbIH, JIATHIH I'papHKaChlH KOJIAYIIBUIAPBIH Ja
OPTYpJi YCTaHBIMAAPHI 1@ 3eplciicHreH. TapuxHaMalblK Martepuaniasl Taimay 1924 k. OpbIHOOpIaFs!
Ka3aKCTaHIBIK arapTy KbI3METKepiiepi Cbe3iHiH koHe 1926 k. ByKIMOJaKTHIK TYpPKOJIOTHS ChE3iHIH
MaTepHaIIapblH 3ep/esiey Heri3iHae 3UsUIbl KaybIM apachblHIa JaThiH rpaMKachIHBIH KOJAIbl HYCKAaChIHA
Kazak TUTiHIH opdorpadusacel MeH ominOuai Oipi3geHaipy Moceneci OOWBIHIIA OPTYpIl Ke3KapacTap
AHBIKTAJABL. ABTOpJIAp 3USIIBI KaYBIMHBIH efoyip Oemiri opdorpadusHBIH epeKmIeNiri MeH Ka3ak TUTiHIH
©31HJIIK ePEKIIEIITiH HeTi3/Ieil OTBIPHIIN, JKaHa JMIMOHII CHI13yre Kapchl OOJIBI IereH KOPBITHIH/BI JKacaraH.
Kazakcranna BykinomakThIK TYpKOJIOTHsI ChE3iHIH JKYMBICHI OacTalFanfa JCHiH Jie Ka3aK TiTiHiH JbIOBICTHIK
epeknIenikTepine Ocitimaenrex apab rpadukaceiH pedhopMmanayabiH OH Taxipudeci 6onran. KeHec exiMeTiH
OeinceHIl KoiaraH MHapTUsl JKOHE MEMJICKeT KalpaTKepJepiHiH JaThIHIAHIBIPYFa JAEreH BIHTAaChl MEH
Ke3Kapachl Oackama Oomnnbl. Apa® rpadukacslHaH JaTBIHFA KOLTy MOCeNieci FBUIBIMHU JKypHall OeTTepinze
JKa3bUIbIIN, FRUIBIMH KOH(EpCHIHsIIap MEH Che3[epae TaaKbUIAHBIM, JAThIHIAHABIPYIbl JKaKTAYIIbUIAp A,
Kapchuiap na ce3 ceitneni. KeHec exiMeTiHIH aJFalIKpl OHXKBUIABIFBIHA €63 OOCTaHABIFBIHBIH OpHBIHA 0acka
MiKipMeH KeNICIEeWTiH KaTaH KOMaHIANbIK Oackapy kemmi. 1930 >keuimapmarbl KyFBIH-CYPTiHHEH KeiiiH
JKaFIal MyJie e3repim, e3re MiKipiep AYIINAHIBIK JCH >KapUsUIaHbIN, TiT cascaThl MAceleNiepi eHAiI KeH
TYpJle TaJKblIaHOAbI.

Kinm ce30ep: aHa ominbu, ka3yasl Oipi3feHipy, Ka3ak Tini, apad rpadukackl, JaThIHIAHIBIPY, YITTHIK
3HAITBI KAYBIM.

M.J. Kacenosa, P.M. XKymames

N3 ucropuu nepeBoaa Ka3axckoii MMCbMEHHOCTH HA
JIATHHCKYI0 rpaduyecky o ocHOBY B 1920-1930-e roani

CraThs MOCBSIICHA aHATH3Y AUCKYCCUH O JTATWHHU3AaLUHU Ka3zaxckoil mucbMeHHOCTH B 1920-1930-¢ rr. ABTO-
paM¥ pacCMOTPEHBI pa3IMYHbIC MO3UIMU KaK CTOPOHHHKOB COXpaHEHHs U pedopMUpoBaHus apabCKoit rpa-
(GUKH, TaK 1 CTOPOHHUKOB TIepexo/ia Ha JIATUHHUILY B X0 00CY)KACHHs BapHAHTOB HOBOM rpaduku u peanu-
3aluu SI3BIKOBOM TOJUTHKU. Ha OCHOBe aHanu3a I/ICTOpI/IOFpa(bI/IquKI/IX NCTOYHUKOB, a TAKXKE U3YyUCHHUSA Ma-
TepuanoB Che3lia Ka3axCTaHCKUX paboTHHKOB mpocBeiienust B Openoypre (1924 r.) u Beecoro3Horo Tropko-
Jorudeckoro cbe3zia (1926 r.) BbISABICHBI pa3inyHbIE B3MVIS/bl Ka3aXCKOW MHTEIUIMICHIIHU 10 BOIPOCY Jia-
THHH3ALUH, BBIOOpa mpHeMieMod rpaduku, opdorpaduu Ka3axCKOro si3blka U YHUPHKAUH an(aBUTOB.
ABTOpBI NPHIITH K BBIBOAY, YTO 3HAYUTENbHASL YaCTh MHTEIUIMI'CHIIUK BBICTYIIaNa IIPOTHB BBECHHS HOBOTO
anaBuTa, 000CHOBBIBAas 3TO OCOOCHHOCTBHIO Oporpadmu U caMOOBITHOCTBIO Ka3aXxcKoro si3bika. B Kazax-
cTaHe emwg g0 Hadana paboThl BCecor3HOro TIOPKOJIOTHYECKOTo Che3/ia yXKe CYIIECTBOBAN YCHEUIHBIN OIBIT
pedopmupoBanus apabckoi rpaduky, TPUCIOCOOICHHON K 3ByKOBBIM OCOOCHHOCTSIM Ka3axCKOro si3bIka. B
TO K€ BpEMA napTHﬁHble U TOCYNAapCTBECHHBIC ACATCIIN, aKTUBHO MMOAACPKUBABIINE COBETCKYIO BJIACTh, UME-
JIM MHYIO MOTHBAIMIO U OTHOIICHHUE K JaTHHU3aLMK. Bonpoc o mepexoze ¢ apabckoii rpadMKky Ha JTATHHUILY
OCBEIIAJICS Ha CTPAHHIAX HAYYHBIX KYPHAJIOB, 00CYXKIAJICS HA HAYYHBIX KOH(EPEHIUIX U Che3/ax, TI¢ BbI-
CTYNaJIM KaK CTOPOHHMKH, TaK M IPOTUBHUKH JaTHHM3AMH. OJHAKO OTHOCHTENbHASI CBOOOAA BBIPAKCHUS
MHEHHH, XapaKTepHast JJIs IIEPBOT0 AECATHICTHS COBETCKOM BIIACTH, BCKOPE CMEHUIIACH JKECTKUM aIMHHHCT-
paTHBHBIM YIpaBJICHHEM, He TEPILAIMM MHAKOMBICIHS. IHOe MHEHHE CTajo0 paccMaTpHBaThCs Kak Bpax-
nebHoe, a nocie penpeccuit 1930-X IT. HOIOXKEHHE H3MEHMIIOCH, U BOIPOCHI SI3BIKOBOI MOJMTHKU TEPECTaNH
OBITh IPEAMETOM JIHCKYCCHH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: HOBbII andaBut, yHUUKAIMs THCBMEHHOCTH, Ka3aXCKUH SA3bIK, apabckas rpaduka, jJaTH-
HH3alMsl, HAllMOHAIbHAs MHTEIUTeHIIMS.

Cepus «Uctopus. Punocodumsa». 2025, 30, 1(117) 145



M.D. Kassenova, R.M. Zhumashev

References

1 Daudov, A.Kh. (2011). Iz istorii latinizatsii natsionalnykh alfavitov SSSR [From the history of latinization of the national al-
phabets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics]. Vestnik Sankt-Peteburgskogo Gosudarstvennogo Universiteta. Seriia 2, Istoriia
— Bulletin of St. Petersburg State University. History, 2, 7-12 [in Russian].

2 Volkov, A.U. & Yerzhanov, A.E. (1988). Partiinoe rukovodstvo kulturnym stroitelstvom v Kazakhstane (1917-1987 gg.)
[Party leadership of cultural construction in Kazakhstan (1917-1987)]. Istoriko-partiinaia nauka v Kazakhstane: nekotorye problemy
istoriografii — Historical and party science in Kazakhstan: some problems of historiography. Alma-Ata: Kazakhstan [in Russian].

3 Bukeikhanov, A. (1995). Izbrannoe [Selected]. Almaty: Qazaq entsiklopediiasy [in Russian].

4 Amanzholova, D.A. (2016). Yazykovaia politika i kultura upravlentsev Kazakhskoi ASSR. 1920-1936 gg. [Language policy
and culture of managers of the Kazakh Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic 1920-1936]. Rossiiskie regiony: vzgliad v budushchee.
— Russian regions: the look into the future, 2 (7), 36-61 [in Russian].

5 Suleimenov, R.B. (1990). Istoriografiia kulturnoi revoliutsii [Historiography of the cultural revolution]. Istoricheskaia nauka
Sovetskogo Kazakhstana (1917-1960 gg.): Ocherki stanovleniia i razvitiia — Historiographic science of Soviet Kazakhstan. (1917-
1960): Essays on Formation and Development. Alma-Ata: Gylym [in Russian].

6 Yakovlev, N. (1936). O razvitii i ocherednykh problemakh latinizatsii alfavitov [On the development and next problems of
latinization ~ of  alphabets].  Revoliutsiia i  pismennost —  Revolution and  writing.  Retrieved  from
http://www.kyraha.com/modules/content/index.php? id=2 [in Russian].

7 Mukanova, G.K. (2010). Vekhi identichnosti: diaspora i pervyi nauchnyi kazakhskii sezd, 1924 g. (Arkhivnye nakhodki)
[Milestones of Identity: diaspora and the first scientific Kazakh congress in 1924 (Archival Finds)]. edu.e-history.kz. Retrieved from
http://edu.e-history.kz/en/publications/view/107 [in Russian].

8 Omarovuly, E. (2016). Shygarmalar = Sochineniia [Essays]. Shuakaev, M., Shaiakhmet, A. (Comp.). Kostanay, Ahmet
Baitursynov atyndagy Kostanay Memlekettik University [in Kazakh].

9 Tohzhanov, G. (1934). Istoriia dvizheniia i pobedy novogo alfavita sredi kazakov [History of the movement and victory of
the new alphabet among the Kazakhs]. Alfavit Oktiabria. Itogi vvedeniia novogo alfavita sredi narodov Rossiiskoi Sovetskoi
Federativnoi Sotsialisticheskoi Respubliki — Alphabet of October. Results of the introduction of the new alphabet among the peoples
of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic. Moscow-Leningrad [in Russian].

10 (1927). Polemika o vybore alfavita [Polemic on the choice of alphabet]. Kzyl-Orda: Kazgiz [in Russian].

11 Grande, B. (1934). Unifikatsila  alfavitov  [Unification  of alphabets].  unil.ch. Retrieved from
http://www2.unil.ch/slav/ling/textesst GRANDE-34/Grande34.html [in Russian].

12 (1965). Kulturnoe stroitelstvo v Kazakhstane (1918-1932 gg.) [Cultural construction in Kazakhstan (1918-1932)]. Shornik
dokumentov i materialov — Collection of documents and materials. Alma-Ata: Kazakhstan [in Russian].

13 Tiuriakulov, N. (1925). K voprosu o latinizatsii tiurkskikh alfavitov [On the question of the Latinization of Turkic alphabets].
V borbe za novyi alfavit. 1zdanie Nauchnoi assotsiatsii vostokovedeniia pri Tsentralnom Ispolnitelnom Komitete Soiuza Sovetskikh
Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik — In the Struggle for a New Alphabet. Publication of the Scientific Association of Oriental Studies
under the Central Executive Committee of the USSR. Moskow-Leningrad [in Russian].

14 Baitursynuly, A. (2006). Bes tomdyq shygarmalar zhinagy. Alippeler men maqalar [Collection of works. Alphabet and arti-
cles]. (Vol. 4). Almaty: “Alash” [in Kazakh].

15 (1930). Stenograficheskii otchet nauchno-orfograficheskoi konferentsii, sozvannoi 2—4 iiulia 1929 g. Nauchno-
metodicheskim Sovetom NKP i TSKNTA [Verbatim report of the scientific orthographic conference, July 2—4, 1929, by the Scientific
and Methodological Council of the People’s Commissariat for Education and the Central Committee of the Scientific and Technical
Committee]. Almaty [in Russian].

16 (2011). Pervyi Vsesoiuznyi tiurkologicheskii sezd 26 fevralia — 5 marta 1926 g. [First All-Union Turkological Congress
February 26 — March 5, 1926]. Stenograficheskii otchet — Verbatim record. Baku: Nagil evi [in Russian].

17 Alpatov, V.M. (1997). 150 yazykov i politika. 1917-1997 [150 languages and politics since 1917-1997].
Sotsiolingvisticheskie problemy SSSR i postsovetskogo prostranstva — Sociolinguistic problems of the USSR and the post-Soviet
space. Moscow. Institut vostokovedenia Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk [in Russian].

18 Nurmakov, N. (1934). Latinizatsiia alfavita — orudie proletarskoi revoliutsii [Latinization of the alphabet — a weapon of the
proletarian revolution]. Alfavit Oktiabria. Itogi vvedeniia novogo alfavita sredi narodov Rossiiskoi Sovetskskoi Federativnoi
Sotsialisticheskoi Respubliki. — Alphabet of October. Results of the introduction of the new alphabet among the peoples of the Rus-
sian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic. Leningrad [in Russian].

19 Bazarova, V.V. (2009). Yazykovye eksperimenty i praktika politicheskikh tekhnologii v 1920-1930-kh gg. [Language exper-
iments and the practice of political technologies in the 1920s-1930s]. Vlast — Power, 2, 72-74 [in Russian].

20 Iskhan, B., Dautova, S.B., & Ospanova, B.R. (2014). Yazykovaia politika i kazakhskii alfavit [Language policy and the Ka-
zakh alphabet]. Uspekhi sovremennogo estestvoznaniia — The successes of modern natural science 9 (1), 136-140 [in Russian].

146 BecTHuk KaparaHgmMHCKoro yHmBepcuteTa


http://www2.unil.ch/slav/ling/textes/GRANDE-34/Grande34.html

From the history of translation Kazakh ...

Information about the authors

Kassenova Meruyert — PhD Student, Lecturer of the Department of History of Kazakhstan and As-
sembly of Peoples, Karaganda Buketov University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0009-0003-
7806-2412

Zhumashev Rymbek — Doctor of Historical Sciences, Professor of the Department of Archeology,

Ethnology, and Kazakhstan History, Karaganda Buketov University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan,
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4518-394X

Cepus «Uctopus. Punocodumsa». 2025, 30, 1(117) 147


https://orcid.org/0009-0003-7806-2412
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-7806-2412
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4518-394X



